world of the tidewater slave, but they have not considered the unique lowcountry communities in the wider context of the southern slaveowners' devotion to a shared set of values.
Despite their own regionally distinct brand of slavery, the lowcountry masters committed themselves deeply to a paternalist ethos that could be found all across the nineteenth-century South-an ethos that hinged on the notion of reciprocal responsibilities for master and slave and on the implicit recognition of the slave's humanity. To be sure, this commitment thoroughly contradicted the especially grim conditions that African Americans faced in the coastal swamps.3 But, as the following examination of one Savannah River rice plantation will reveal, the unhealthful lowcountry environment did not prevent masters from embracing a cohesive set of paternalist values that were, indeed, antithetical to their specific geographic situation. In fact, only by exploring the tension between the slaveowners' paternalism and the physical reality of tidewater slavery can one appreciate the dedication of the master class to an ethos that transcended the tangible boundaries between upcountry cotton and lowcountry rice.
Charles Manigault became a planter in 1825 when his father-in-law presented him with Silk Hope, a Cooper River rice and indigo plantation forty miles above Charleston. At the age of thirty, the prominent descendant of one of South Carolina's wealthiest colonial merchants began planting rice and managing slaves. Like many of the Charleston planters, however, Manigault soon grew frustrated with his upcountry property's marginal soil. In 1833 he turned to the rich tidewater land near the Savannah River and purchased Gowrie plantation for forty thousand dollars. 4 Continuing to live in and near Charleston for most of the year, Manigault nonetheless took a keen interest in the daily affairs of his Georgia plantation. In numerous letters to his overseers and to his son Louis, who started to manage the property in 1852, Charles Manigault articulated a philosophy I Of course, the paternalist ideology always contradicted the reality of African-American bondage. As Genovese has observed, "the problems inherent in the contradiction in the slave's legal existence as man and thing constantly emerged." Roll, Jordan, Roll, 88. Still, conditions on the coastal rice estates deviated from the plantation reality that spawned the paternalist ethos in the first place-a reality that supposedly hinged on the face-to-face relationship of resident masters and their slaves. See ibid. of plantation ownership that can only be described as paternalism.5 For the Manigaults, slavery necessarily entailed the notion of reciprocal responsibilities. As masters, they expected their slaves to work obediently and efficiently; at the same time, both men explicitly acknowledged their duty to treat their bondservants with compassion. In 1845, for example, Charles Manigault instructed his overseer to "be Kind in word & deed to all the Negroes for they have always been accustomed to it."6 Likewise, in 1848, Manigault informed his new overseer that "I expect the kindest treatment of them [the slaves] from you-for this has always been a principal thing with me."7 By 1853 reference to proper treatment of the slaves had made its way into the contracts that the Manigaults' overseers signed as a prior condition of employment. The overseers agreed that they would "devote all... experience and exertions to attend to all Mr. Manigault's interests. . . and to the comfort and welfare of his Negroes..... treat [ing] them all with kindness and consideration in sickness and in health."8 And the Manigaults by no means regarded these contracts as empty formalities. On at least one occasion, a potential employee was turned away when he refused to sign one. 9 Charles Manigault's desire to provide appropriate clothing for his slaves typified his family's paternalism.'0 "My Negroes are very knowing by this time, & will only value what is first Rate," wrote the planter to his supplier in 1847. "I therefore beg your usual care ... in selecting what you know will give me & them perfect satisfaction. Let the flan[n]el shirts be ... of the best quality ... or they will have to send them back to you-as occurred once before.""I Moreover, the actual distribution of slave clothing served to reinforce the bond between servant and master. Manigault stressed the importance of personally giving the slaves "their clothes, blankets, etc., calling each by name and handing it to them." In that moment, the fulfillment of the master's duty toward his slaves brought them face-toface, in a situation that affinned the master's self-image as the benevolent patriarch. '2 Implicit in the Manigaults' attitude toward their slaves was the recognition that blacks were human. By acknowledging that their slaves were people, the Manigaults were conforming to a dominant, nineteenth-century trend among American masters-a trend away from considering AfricanAmericans as savages and toward viewing them as permanently immature but decidedly human beings. "In earlier, harsher times, [black slaves] had been seen as luckless, unfortunate barbarians," Willie Lee Rose has asserted. "Now they were to be treated as children expected never to grow Up."13 The planters' agricultural journals certainly corroborate this observation. "The master should remember," wrote a Georgia slaveowner in 1851, "that whilst ... his slaves [are his] ... property, and as such, owe him proper respect and service. . . they are also persons and have a claim upon his regard and protection." In a similar fashion, a planter reminded the readers of DeBow's Review in 1852 that "we should all remember that our 1 I Charles Manigault to Mathiessen and Co., September 1, 1847, in Clifton, ed., Life and Labor, 58. Also see Charles Manigault to Mathiessen and Co., September 15, 1846, ibid., 39.
12 Quoted in Genovese's examination of the importance of ritual in the allocation of slave clothing. See Roll, Jordan, Roll, 555. For similar discussion, consult Joyner, Down by the Riverside, 109-10; and Drew Gilpin Faust, James Henry Hammond and the Old South: A Design for Mastery (Baton Rouge and London, 1982), 103 71-72. slaves are human beings as well as ourselves, and heirs of the same glorious inheritance."'4 And James 0. Andrew, a Methodist minister who visited Gowrie in 1857, observed that "the negro is a man, an immortal man, redeemed by Jesus Christ, and cared for by that God who is the universal Father of all men, whatever may be their color."''5 Louis Manigault, for his part, referred to his slaves as "the people" when describing them. "I am now in good trim all day with the people," he wrote his father in 1852, "the only thing I like after all. I sometimes think I could live here with pleasure for six Months without leaving Argyle Island [where the plantation was located]. ' Like many other southern planters, the Manigaults did not simply think of their slaves as childlike human beings; rhetorically at least, they regarded their bondservants as their own children, black extensions of the Manigault family. Once again, the Manigaults reflected a larger nineteenth-century southern trend in which slaves were deemed members of their masters' household."7 Invoking the wisdom of the era, one southern planter asserted that "the first law of slavery is that of kindness from the master to the slave. With that ... slavery becomes a family relation, next in its attachments to that of parent and child."'8 "Plantation government should be eminently patriarchal, simple, and efficient," maintained a Georgia physician in 1860. The "head of the family, should, in one sense, be the father of the whole concern, negroes and all."19
In keeping with this conception of slaves as part of the master's family, Charles Manigault associated his slaves' shortcomings as workers with his own youthful transgressions. "Any accidental stopping [of work] pleases them all I fear," he observed, "just as it used to be with us all at school I suppose. When any thing happened ... so as to cause a stoppage we subordinates all looked at each other & grinned with delight, &c." Even when he chose to discipline his workers with physical force, Manigault stressed the similarities between such punishment and the floggings his son received from the schoolmaster "Mr. Cotes." Punishment played a role in education and by no means indicated that the recipient was inherently defective. Flogging a particular slave, according to Charles Manigault, did not "take from her value, but only puts you on your guard respecting her, while her good qualities render that a trifle. I did not think it necessary to disclose it to anyone when you used to get so flogged by Mr. Cotes as to leave the black & white marks on your arms & back for some time afterwards."20 When they "misbehaved," the Manigault slaves were still considered part of the household; when they were whipped, Charles Manigault still associated them with his own son.
Although the Manigaults recognized their slaves' humanity and deemed them members of the household, the owners of Gowrie never assumed that their slaves would work faithfully and efficiently without supervision. As Charles Manigault observed in 1844, his slaves were "cunning enough" to avoid work whenever possible.2' "Oh! these Negroes," he would later complain to his son, "when they get out of sight of white control."22 But, in the Manigaults' opinion, careful management and vigilant protection from the corrupting influence of the outside world would offset the slaves' tendency toward laziness and result in an efficient and happy work force. Like many paternalist masters, the Manigaults sought to isolate their plantation-a measure that would both increase their control over their own household and protect their slaves from outside corruption.23 "My very quiet & orderly crowd of servants," noted Charles Manigault in 1860, "cannot be trusted with any innovation, strange or unused to them, in their monotonous hum drum routine."-2 Likewise, Charles Manigault informed his overseer in 1848, "I allow no strange Negro to take a wife on my place, & none of [my slaves] to keep a boat," which would have afforded them access to other slave communities.5 Fearing that even his white overseer could be corrupted by the outside world, Charles instructed Louis to "think twice" before sending the man to Savannah. In order to maximize the attention given to their own affairs, the Manigaults attempted to keep both overseer and slaves "ignorant" of the nearby city.26 Indeed, Gowrie was to be isolated even when contact with the outside world might have helped the Manigaults control their slaves. For example, Louis Manigault refused to acknowledge the local slave patrol's jurisdiction over the Savannah River estate. Although "true it is that Law & Order should ever reign paramount," he testily informed his neighbor, "still the Master when on his place is the one to examine into his property . . . & I Can not allow any new regulations on this place."27 Insulated within the plantation, the slaves were to be influenced only by their masters' benevolent intentions. 28 Just like slaveowners all across the South, the Manigaults clearly conceived of themselves as paternalists and acknowledged their duty to treat their slaves in a humane fashion. Yet, simply by virtue of being lowcountry rice planters, they experienced a physical reality that differed greatly from the average southern plantation. Geographically, the crop could be successfully cultivated for profit only on a thin strip of land running down the coast of South Carolina and Georgia. 29 By the mid-eighteenth century rice growers had begun to take advantage of tidewater planting, in which the flow of water from coastal rivers was controlled by an elaborate system of floodgates. The process could work, however, only on land that was close enough to the ocean for environment particularly conducive to disease.d Here, the specific labor demands of rice-planting heightened the slaves' risk of becoming ill. Standing knee-deep in the periodically flooded fields, lowcountry rice slaves were directly exposed to a host of water-born infections.3" The high population density of the rice plantations made the problem more severe. Whereas cotton planters in the mid-nineteenth century owned an average of twenty-four slaves, rice planters employed an average of two hundred and twenty-six.32 Once contracted, disease could easily pass through the entire plantation population.33 Because of the crowded and wet environment, slaves toiling on rice plantations experienced far greater mortality than did their counterparts on cotton fields across the South. Slaves at Gowrie died in appallingly high numbers.35 The Manigaults' paternalism could not protect their population of workers from the specters of yellow fever, dysentery, pneumonia, and cholera.36 During the Manigaults' antebellum tenure as owners of Gowrie, the plantation's poorhousing facilities, unsanitary living conditions ... and strenuous work assignments adversely affected the physical health of slaves cannot be substantiated for slaves in the low country, where the system was economically rational and efficient, and where the environment and an elitist type of owner had a positive effect upon the slave's way of life." Charles Joyner acknowledged "the relatively short life span of rice plantation slaves" in All Saints Parish, South Carolina, but also asserted that these slaves experienced a "demographic pattern of a steady natural increase Because slaves were repeatedly listed in household groups, I was able to distinguish between slaves with the same name. Ninety-nine percent of the slave deaths used in my demographic calculations were confirmed by tihe Manigaults, who eitherscratched the names of the deceased off the lists or explicitly referred to the deaths in correspondence.
36 Scholars continue to debate whether the genesis of paternalism resulted in a higher rate of increase for slave populations. Some historians have argued that as the slaveowners changed their attitudes about their bondservants, the slave populations experienced a higher rate of natural increase. See J. Harry Bemmett, Jr., "The Problem of Slave Labor Supply at the Codrington Plantations," Journal of Negro History, XXXVII (April 1952), 137. Daniel C. Littlefield cited paternalism as a factor in the increasing rate of natural reproduction for slave populations. See "Plantations, Paternalism, and Profitability: Factors Affecting African Demography in the Old British Empire," Journal of Southern History, XLVII (May 1981), 167-82; and Littlefield, Rice average crude mortality rate of 97.6 per 1,000 was two-and-one-half times greater than the average annual fertility rate of 37.4 per 1,000; it was also three times greater than the crude mortality rate for North American slaves in the nineteenth century (see the table and Figure 1 ).37 When cholera decimated two-fifths of the Gowrie slave population in 1834, the plantation's mortality rate approached the level experienced in Europe during the Black Death of the mid-fourteenth century.38 For a slave like Amey Savage, conditions at Gowrie meant that none of her four children would live through adolescence. For a family of slaves obtained from the Ball plantation in 1854, the Savannah River estate was a death sentence: all six of the newcomers died within a year of their arrival. Old George and his thirteen relatives fared no better. The Manigaults acquired them in 1858 but, as Louis Manigault noted, "Cholera took nearly all off!"39
In the face of such mortality, the crude fertility rate for the Manigault slave population remained surprisingly high. New children were born at Gowrie in numbers typical for a noncontraceptive society.YO The Gowrie slave population was composed of roughly the same number of women and men, an important precondition for a naturally increasing society.4' And even in the midst of the plantation's high mortality, the slaves formed household relationships conducive to large numbers of children. Nevertheless, had Charles Manigault not periodically augmented the Gowrie population with new purchases and with slaves transferred from his upcountry property, his plantation would have lacked workers. The number of slaves at Gowrie remained approximately the same year after year, despite the Manigaults' purchase of sixteen slaves in 1839, sixty in 1849, and twenty-one more in 1857 (see American slave population, the mortality experienced by lowcountry slaves becomes even more dramatic and disturbing. The Manigault slaves could expect to live only nineteen years from their date of birth-seventeen years less than their counterparts across the entire South.50
The Manigaults certainly should have realized the risks to which they were subjecting their slaves. Since the colonial era, planters had acknowledged the dangers of the lowcountry. Devastated by disease, early settlers in Georgia quickly discerned the perils of their new environmental By the mid-1700s wealthy tidewater landowners in South Carolina had learned to avoid their plantations in the summer, when sickness was especially prevalent.52 Planters along the South Carolina and Georgia tidewater continued their pattern of absentee ownership in the nineteenth century. Perceiving that his own coastal property put its occupants at tremendous risk for disease, a Charleston rice planter remarked, *I would as soon stand fifty feet from the best Kentucky rifleman and be shot at by the hour, as to spend a night on my plantation in summer .. 53 Before purchasing property in the Savannah lowcountry, Langdon Cheves was warned that "the mortality on the river is ... a sad drawback to the otherwise certain profit of our fine indicates that the slaves' health was decidedly worse, in many respects, than the health of whites all across the world. Yet we should not forget that in comparison to slave populations throughout the hemisphere and throughout history, most southern slaves were remarkably healthy. 50Before calculating the life expectancy from birth for the Gowrie slaves, I increased the cohort of lifespans lasting less than one year until crude infant mortality of approximately 300 per 1,000 was reflected. I did this to compensate for the infant deaths that surely were not reflected in the annually updated Gowrie slave lists (see note 40 above). According to Cheryll Ann Cody, life expectancy from birth for slaves on the Ball rice plantations in St. Johm's Berkeley parish, South Carolina, was similar-19.8 years for men and 20.5 years for women. Consult "Slave Demography and Family Formation," 239. and fertile lands."'M Charleston itself endured its share of disease, earning the epithet "city of disasters." But for the tidewater plantation owners, Charleston proved to be a veritable haven.55 Time and time again, both the region's inhabitants and its visitors commented on the poor health of slaves in the lowcountry. One Georgia planter observed that it was common knowledge that "Negroes [i]ncrease on a cotton estate, seldom on a rice estate."S56 Traveling through the lowcountry in 1845, Sir Charles Lyell wrote that "the negroes . . . in the interior, are healthier than those in rice plantations, and multiply faster.... P57 Frederick Law Olmsted noted, as he visited the Carolina coast in 1853, that "the negroes do not enjoy as good health on rice plantations as elsewhere; and the greater difficulty with which their lives are preserved, through infancy especially, shows that the subtle poison of the miasma is not innocuous to them .... b58
Charles Manigault also received regular reports about the suffering on his plantation. K. Washington Skinner, the overseer at Gowrie, notified his employers in 1852 that he had "a good supply of disease and pain among the negroes as usual."59 A year and a half earlier, Skinner had written that "the woman Jane is yet sick. I fear she will never get well. Despite such powerful and abundant evidence, the Manigaults never acknowledged that they were killing their slaves by forcing them to labor in the swamp. Like many other nineteenth-century Americans, both northern and southern, the owners of Gowrie believed that victims of disease were somehow responsible for their own illness-that the morally and physically irresponsible brought sickness upon themselves.65 Certain that such dangerous behavior was alien to their own communities, the tidewater planters learned to blame outsiders for disease. In 1856, for example, Charles Manigault asserted that the yellow fever in Charleston was "still confined to strangers, or nearly so, & to those amongst them of bad habits, &c. We in our family do not think any thing of it, & hope with Confidence for the best."1 Prominent lowcountry physicians arrived at similar conclusions. In 1826 Savannah physician William Coffee Daniell attributed a yellow fever epidemic to an influx of Irish families, whose "crowded" households "greatly increased" the city's "filth."67 Also writing from Savannah, Dr. Richard D. Arnold argued in 1837 that "the deaths that do occur are mostly among the Non-Residents, foreigners, who are victims of intemperance more than climate .... -68 Having reduced the pathological threat to a question of "habits," the tidewater property owners convinced themselves that proper hygiene would prevent disease. In contrast to the dirty and unhealthy outsiders, lowcountry 62Stephen F. Clark to Louis Manigault, August 10, 1855, ibid., 196. 63First quotation from Charles Manigault to Louis Manigault, March 3, 1854, ibid., 175; and second quotation from Charles Manigault to Louis Manigault, March 6, 1854, ibid., 177. The Manigault salves were not the only slaves to resist being transferred to a rice plantation. In 1814 Langdon Cheves bought eleven slaves who "threatened to resist" when they learned that their destination was a rice plantation. slaves were expected to adhere to their masters' standards of cleanliness.69 A. R. Bagshaw, the Manigaults' overseer in 1844, sought to "add to the health" of the plantation by having "the negroe houses all white washed outside and in .... "70 Five years later, another Gowrie overseer assured his employers that he was "using every means in [his] power to ensure cleanliness & health."'7' Of course, mortality at Gowrie could always be blamed on the slaves' inability to internalize the principles of hygiene. Writing to his father in 1854, Louis Manigault explained that "we have had so much sickness" because "the Negroes ... put all sorts of nasty things in the ditches & then dip up (I am Confident) the same water to dink.72 By attributing poor health to the slaves' behavior, the Manigaults maintained their faith that disease could be eliminated from the lowcountry environment-a faith shared by doctors in nearby Savannah. "It will be obvious at once," wrote Daniell, "that there is not in the character of our soil, nor in our situation, any thing to preclude us from the enjoyment of health; and, that whatever causes of disease may exist, are within our own control." 73 Although preventative measures involving hygiene afforded scant defense against sickness, slaveowners like the Manigaults remained undaunted. Armed with a variety of medical cures, they confronted plantation health problems with unbridled and unjustified optimism.74 In 1854, for example, Louis Manigault told his father "not [to] feel uneasy" about pneumonia at Gowrie. Having already obtained a "recipe" for curing the disease, the younger Manigault confidently asserted that he was "bound to get [the slaves] well."75 Ironically, those slaves suffering from the most dangerous afflictions reinforced rather than undermined their masters' paternalism. For when they confronted "serious" cases of disease, the Manigaults willingly incurred the expense of professional medical care-a financial sacrifice that enhanced their sense of moral superiority.76 In this respect, the lowcountry epidemics enabled the planters to distance themselves from northern manufacturers, who, as Richard Arnold observed, could "easily fi[ll] the place of [a] dead operative" and therefore made no effort to protect their employees. Strangely enough, plantation disease allowed the tidewater masters to argue that only in slavery did "Interest & Humanity go hand in hand together." 77 Filtering their perceptions about sickness through their own self-image of benevolence, the Manigaults never grappled with the harsh and obvious truth about Gowrie. Because of his paternalist outlook, Charles Manigault could credit his "own peculiar care & management" for the increase in his slave population during a period of abnormally low mortality.78 But the slaveowner hardly commented and certainly never blamed himself when deaths outnumbered births (as they did in almost every year for which slave lists were kept). Louis, for his part, could discuss the slaves' fear of their lowcountry environment without consciously considering the fact that their anxiety was well founded. "I begin to think that it has a bad effect moving them [the slaves out of Gowrie to recuperate]," wrote the younger master. In this urban environment, tidewater slaveowners were born and bred to play the role of gentleman-planter. For even as they extolled the virtues of pastoral life, lowcountry masters made their real home in Charleston.83 In the summer, they came to avoid exposure to the risks of disease on their lowcountry estates. In the winter, they came for the concerts, the plays, and the horse races."4 But as the planters watched the musicians, the actors, and the thoroughbreds, they took part in their own social drama. the planters constantly needed to have their standing in the community affirmed by their peers.85 Having the right name-Allston, Heyward, Middleton, Manigault-was a matter of tremendous importance, but it was never enough.A1 No matter how respected their fathers and grandfathers may have been, planters still concerned themselves with maintaining the appearance of gentility.87 The lapse of any individual member put his entire family's reputation at risk. Charles Manigault, for his part, understood that the family's good name depended on the proper image. "If you go wrong Now they will say its my fault should either of you on any occasion not shew yourselves well informed well bred Gentlemen," wrote Manigault to Louis and his brother Charles. "So look out sharp," he continued, "lest you Cast any slur on any of us."88
By the 1830s the reputation of southern "well-bred Gentlemen" had become inextricably linked to the concept of duty. In planting, in family, and in politics, Charleston's gentry sought to maintain an appearance of noblesse oblige. Resting on the notion of reciprocal obligations, paternalism had become the standard by which statesmen, fathers, and masters were to be judged. 89 Ideally, politicians placed the needs of their constituents before partisan or personal desires, and blood relations gave and received the love that they were obligated to exchange.0 The standard for planters was, perhaps, the most clearly defined. Defending slavery against increasingly harsh criticism from the outside world, lowcountry masters insisted that the peculiar institution was a noble enterprise-one that required great sacrifice on the part of the planters and caused great improvement on the part of the slaves.9' Small wonder that Charles Lyell came away with the impression that planters often "retain[ed] possession of inherited estates, which it would be most desirable to sell, and which the owners can not part with, because they feel it would be wrong to abandon the slaves to an unknown purchaser."92
Since rice could not be grown for profit without transforming the land itself, tidewater planters struggled to improve their fields as well as their slaves. In order to reclaim the swamps-a process that one lowcountry master remembered as "a great undertaking"-the planters had to control the water level on their land.93 They therefore constructed an elaborate and expensive network of floodgates, which served to divide the land into neat grids of irrigated soil.94 Order replaced the chaos of the swamps-a reassuring thought to the lowcountry planters who sensed that their world was being threatened. As these elite southerners were attacked by proponents of free labor and threatened by democratization in the Age of Jackson, their rice plantations reassured them that their social order remained intact.95 To a lowcountry planter, the rice estate symbolized the master's ability to control the environment, to mold the physical world until it conformed to I Greenberg, Masters and Statesmen, 18; and Stowe, Intimacy and Power in the Old South, 191. 91 On the eve of the Civil War a number of aristocratic Charleston planters articulated their paternalist conception of the proper relationship between whites and blacks. Decrying proposed legislation that would have prevented the city's free black craftsmen from practicing their trades, these planters characterized blacks as "a class of our inhabitants who ought to be objects of our care and protection." "Let us not begin now for the first time in our history," they insisted, "to subject ourselves to the charge of oppressing the weak and unresisting. the paternalist ethos. As was the case for the manager of one Georgia Sea Island plantation, the rice planter felt pride when "astonished" visitors commented favorably on the "order and regularity" of "such an Establishment in this wild country."96 Ironically, the lowcountry masters projected images of control onto a working environment that actually afforded the slaves a great deal of autonomy. Unlike most southern slaves who labored in gangs under the master or overseer's immediate supervision, lowcountry slaves worked individually to finish the tasks allocated to them each morning. Upon completion of their assignments, tidewater slaves were usually permitted to spend the rest of the day on their own activities. The task system allowed slaves who worked quickly (and who were allotted reasonable tasks) to enjoy a few free hours for relaxation; it also fostered an illicit economy that enabled slaves to trade for profit the goods produced on their own time. 97 Yet, as far as the masters were concerned, the task system increased their control over the slaves. Whereas slaves toiling in gangs could surreptitiously work at less than full speed, the task laborer was accountable if the assigned work was not completed by the end of the day. The bottom line, from the master's perspective, was greater efficiency. 98 As absentee slaveowners, the lowcountry planters were unable in any event to supervise their slaves directly. The task system returned to them a measure of control, while simultaneously appealing to their paternalist sensibilities by encouraging a contented work force. "Experience has proven that whenever work ... can be properly parceled out into tasks, it is much better to do so," wrote a Georgia planter. "If the overseer has judgement, he will get more work, and the negro will be better satisfied... ."99 Echoing this conclusion, the Southern Agriculturist noted that since "the task of each [slave] is separate, imperfect work can readily be traced to the neglectful worker."100
Seeking total power over their slaves, planters like the Manigaults mistakenly imagined that their mastery was complete. In fact, the realities of the environment and the slaves' burning desire for freedom made the slaveowners' vision of the lowcountry a fantasy. To protect their own feelings of self-worth-feelings that hinged on their role as paternalist planters-the Manigaults clung to the notion that their slaves were obedient extensions of a well-maintained household. The perseverance of this belief, even while unfortunate African Americans suffered and died in large numbers, demonstrates the intensity of the lowcountry masters' paternalist convictions-not their insincerity.
Despite the dangers of their environment and the oppressive ideology of their masters, the Manigault slaves continually struggled against the plantation order. Forced to toil in the swamp, they found ways to make their displeasure known. Jack Savage, for example, worked slowly and complained frequently. "I found it absolutely necessary to take hold of Carpenter Jack and learn him how to progress more rapidly with his work, as he did but little, and would always be ready to say that 'him one had all the work to do,"' recounted the Gowrie overseer in 1852. 101 Other slaves displayed their displeasure in more dramatic and direct fashion. Tired of their work, some simply departed until they were in the mood to return. "Judy has walked off," wrote the overseer in 1855, "but I hope that she will feel rested and walk back in a few days as G. Jack did."' 02 London, on the other hand, committed suicide rather than endure the continued trauma of life at Gowrie. Hoping to avoid a flogging, he fled to the river, where the driver pleaded with him to return. "His ans [wer] ," as Charles Manigault was informed by William Capers, "was he would drown himself before he would and he sank soon after .... "103 Lowcountry slaves also demonstrated the capacity to resist en masse. Rather than resorting to direct force, which would have been quickly selfdefeating, the slaves took advantage of the inherent tensions in the absentee master-overseer relationship. Masters, as a rule, were dissatisfied with the performance of their supervisors, fearing that they were either neglecting the slaves or slighting the crops. Realizing that their owners would often take their word against that of a temporary employee, the slaves understood that an organized protest could change the plantation status quo.'04 James Haynes, the Manigaults' overseer in 1847, certainly discovered that such widespread insubordination could occur. He was dismissed from his position on a neighboring plantation after thirteen slaves "ran off... Charges against" the overseer. 06 Even as they undermined the plantation household, the slaves at Gowrie were establishing their own network of relatively stable family relationships. Although Charles Manigault sometimes sold slaves as punishment "for their misconduct," very few of them actually departed under these circumstances.'07 When the Manigaults did threaten to separate parent and child, the Gowrie slaves fought to protect their families. "Jenny is confined," wrote the Manigaults' overseer on one such occasion. "I think you will have trouble with her if the Child is taken from her[.] I have been informed she says she [will] run away before she will leave her Child... ."108 Most of the slaves' domestic arrangements, however, endured until death or until the maturation of children changed the household composition. The slaves' naming patterns demonstrated the strength of these relationships. Offspring were named after grandparents, uncles, and aunts. And when parents died, members of the community demonstrated their willingness to welcome the orphaned children into their own households. For example, when Susey died in 1848, her daughter Mary was adopted by Matilda. Likewise, Betsy welcomed the two-year-old Cato into her household when the boy's mother, Crecia, died in 1855.109
Much to Charles Manigault's displeasure, this community had its own semiautonomous economy.110 Slaves traded among themselves and even sold their clothing, which Manigault viewed as a symbol of his benevolent control over Gowrie. "For they are (some of them) so apt to swap & sell," wrote Manigault, "that I have been several times provoked at hearing that some of the large thick Jackets which cost me so much trouble & money to get made up in Charleston for them have been seen on the backs of my neighbour's Negroes.""' The Manigault slaves extended their trade to Savannah as well as to nearby plantations. Bob, for example, was apprehended in town with "8 or 9 bushels of Rough Rice" and one of the Manigaults' boats. 112 The slaves' resistance against the plantation order, however, did not force Charles or Louis Manigault to reconsider their paternalism. At times, they placed their ideals ahead of skepticism and simply believed their slaves when they promised to behave. Bob, for his part, avoided severe punishment for absconding with the Manigaults' boat and rice merely by telling the overseer that he would not repeat the incident."I3 In other cases the Manigaults tried to correct their slaves' behavior with discipline-but only in ways that reinforced the Manigaults' self-image as paternalists. In 1846 Charles Manigault sold the "small Rice"-the inferior portion of his crop-instead of giving it to his workforce, because he was frustrated with their "groundless complaints." The following year, he instructed his overseer to "tell them that The advice did not stop the runaways, and the new year brought continued unrest at Gowrie. The masters were told, for example, that "Big George" had "attempted to run off in presents of the entire force" and in plain sight of the overseer." 8 Capers wrote to Charles Manigault that Jack Savage had "resisted the Driver" who "caught [him] in [the] Back River" attempting to escape. In a letter to his father a few weeks later, Louis Manigault described Savage as "the worst Negro I have ever Known. I have for two years past looked upon him as one Capable of Committing murder or burning down this dwelling, or doing any act.""9
Their world was crumbling, but the Manigaults proved reluctant to alter their attitudes toward the men and women they held in bondage-attitudes that reflected their firm belief that they understood their slaves and acted always in the slaves' best interest.120 Thus, Louis Manigault earnestly maintained that his slave Ishmael had "completely changed" for the better, despite having been caught in 1861 stockpiling ammunition to take to the Yankees. 121 The Manigaults even believed that Jack Savage and Big George could be redeemed once they had been properly disciplined. Charles informed his son in 1862 that the two "have been well punished, & profess great Penitence & now see clearly how easy it is to fix a bad Negro." '122 Indeed, the Manigaults' conviction that they could salvage their relationships with their slaves contrasted greatly with their reaction to white employees who were also beginning to question their authority. Louis Manigault erupted in anger when he learned that Saly, a white dressmaker, had written an "insulting note" to his wife. Manigault characterized the woman as an "'ungrateful upstart, whose true character is now at last developing itself.... Indeed, God has punished the little Animal, the bright page in her history is ended, & her 1st chapter of Misery, toil, & ruin is at hand." By contrast, the young planter maintained his faith in Captain, even when the slave resisted his wife's authority. "Now I think if you lock him up in one of those upper rooms for 24 hours he will come to his senses," wrote Manigault. If not, he continued, the unruly slave should be sent "to wait on me . . . [after which] Captain will return to you a Changed Negro. "123 But as the war progressed, the Manigaults finally perceived that the master-slave relationship could not be salvaged. Realizing that their chances for freedom were improving, the slaves no longer gave the impression that they could be easily corrected through physical punishment. William Capers informed his employers that he "had an occasion to whip [Rose, an eighteen-year-old slave] & she refused to be tied & fought me until she had Humbled by the war, the Manigaults struggled to survive. "We are certainly experiencing the most trying times .... The future looks gloomy enough. .. ," wrote Louis Manigault in 1865. 131 To support his wife and children, he began to work as a clerk in a counting house. Desperate for cash, he suffered the indignity of pawning a writing desk-which his father had purchased in 1833, the same year that he had acquired Gowrie-for an extra twelve dollars in spending money.'32 Although his family retained ownership of Gowrie, Louis Manigault rented out the property because he could no longer afford to cultivate a crop. 133 In this context the previously proud master returned to his plantation in 1867. Walking the banks of the Savannah River for the first time in two years, he was struck by "the cruel hand of War" and by "the change on every side... ." Seeking out the men and women that he used to own, a surprised Louis Manigault "beh[e]ld young Women to whom I had most frequently presented Ear-Rings, Shoes, Calicos, Kerchiefs &c. &c. formerly pleased to meet me, but now not even lifting the head as I passed." Meanwhile, Jack Savage-the slave that Manigault had feared and despised the most-unexpectedly greeted his former master. Here was final evidence that the planters had known "nothing of the Negro Character." Amid the ruins of Gowrie, Manigault finally appreciated that "that former mutual & pleasing feeling of Master towards Slave and vice versa is now as a dream of the past."""34
Like the Union shell that shattered Louis Manigault's bedroom in Charleston, the African-Americans' campaign for freedom wreaked havoc on the Manigaults' conception of a well-maintained household. The slaveowners now acknowledged the impossibility of harmonious race relations characterized by reciprocal responsibilities. But just as the Union shell had left "the Body of the[ir] House untouched," the Manigaults' new vision of their former slaves did not force them to abandon paternalism's central premise.135 Despite the slaves' emphatic rejection of their owners' authority and despite the vast disparity between the Manigaults' ideology and the reality at Gowrie, the Manigaults continued to insist that their mastery had been benevolent. Reflecting on the former institution of African-American bondage, Charles Manigault distinguished between slavery in the South and slavery in the West Indies. Foreshadowing the analysis of modern scholars, the planter asserted that "in the West India Colonies, their loss of slaves, their own coastal estates, they might have agonized over the human suffering they had caused. Instead, they remained confident in the righteousness of their mastery. In this sense, despite all that separated them from their upcountry counterparts, the lowcountry slaveowners truly were members of a distinctly southern master class.
